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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

October 16, 1973.
The Honorable F. TEdw. Hébert
Ohairman, Commitiee on Armed Services,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 20615

Dear Mg, Cuatrman: I have the honor to transmit herewith the
report, of the Special Subcommittee on Intelligence on its Inquiry into
the Alleged Involvement of the Central Intelligence Agency in the
Watergate and Ellsberg Matters.

The report has been unanimously approved by the subcommittee
members and I would appreciate your early approval in order that
it may be printed. '

‘With kind regards, I remain

Sincerely,

Luoren N. Nzpzr,
Chairman,
Special Subcommiittee on [ntelligence.

Approved for printing:
F. Edw. Hébert
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APRRNSEEPT BY'e 19 0PR101 St £ EMRAT R0 ARGV RIGH0080-8
GENCE ON ITS INQUIRY INTO THE ALLEGED IN-
VOLVEMENT OF THE CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE
AGENCY IN THE WATERGATE AND ELLSBERG
MATTERS

BACKGROUND

In early May 1973, the Chairman, House Armed Services Committee,
and the Committee membership became deeply concerned over reports
that the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) was implicated in the
Danicl Ellsberg Pentagon Papers case and in the abortive break-in’
of the Democratic National Committee Headquarters in the Water-
gate complex on June 17, 1972 and its subsequent coverup. Those con-
cerns resulted in the Chairman, the Honorable F. Edward Hébert,
assigning to the Special Subcommittee on Intelligence the task of
inquiring into those matters in connection with the Committee’s CIA
oversight responsibility. That subcommittee was reappointed on Feb-
ruary 27, 1973 at the organization meeting of the House Armed Serv-
ices Committee pursuant to the authority contained in H. Res. 185,
93d Congress, under the chairmanship of the Honorable Lucien
N. Nedzi.

Preliminary Statement

As noted, the events that triggered the investigation were the release
of information regarding the illegal break into the office of Dr, Lewis
J. Fielding, the Ellsberg psychiatrist, on September 3, 1971, and the
Watergate entry into the Democratic National Committee Headquar-
ters on June 17, 1972 with the speculation that CIA -was involved in
both operations. The probe was commenced with an inquiry into the
relationship between the White House consultant, E. Howard Iunt,
the CIA and the alleged improper use of CIA technical materials
(disguises and alias material). That inquiry led the subcommittee into
the so-called Daniel Ellsberg profiles which the White House allegedly
commissioned the CTA to produce. Then came information regarding
the break-in of Dr. Fielding’s officc 'which purportedly housed the
Ellsberg psychiatrie file. In between all this, the subcommittee learned
that the CIA disguise and alias materials were reportedly used in
domestic interviews in 1971 involving a Mr. Clifton DeMott who was
allegedly peddling Kennedy family information and with Mrs. Dita
Beard in connection with the ITT affair. During the entire inquiry
there was the requirement to look carefully into Watergate since it
wasg established that the CTA technical materials provided to Mr. E.
Howard Hunt and Mr. G. Gordon Liddy were confiscated during
the ensuing arrests.

With the Watergate inquiry came the attendant requirement that
the subcommittee looked into post-Watergate White ITouse activities
that reportedly sought to use the CTA to impede the FBI investigation
and to assist the Watergate defendants with CTA funds. In that same
gencral context the panel heard testimony on Mr. James McCord’s
allegations of a massive cffort to lay the blame for Watergate on the
CTA. Tach of these areas is addressed in this report in more detailed
chronological coverage. Also examined is the CIA legislative charter
and the need for its amendment.

Legislative Purpose
The basic reason for the probe was to determine whether there was
any CIA activity in the reported incidents which was contrary to the
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letter and spirit of CIA authority and, if so, to determine what, if
any, legislative recommendations should be made to remedy the situa-
tion. The CIA charter as contained in the National Security Aect of
1947, as amended, provides in part: That the Agency shall have no
police, subpoena, law-enforcement pewers, or internal-security func-
tions and 1'%at the Director of Central Intelligence shall be responsible
for protecting intelligence sources and methods from wunauthorized
disclosure.

Thus, in the context of this investigation, the question must be
whether the activities under inquiry involved the CIA in purely do-
mestic intelligence matters and thus were outside its charter, or pos-
sibly by any stretch of credulity, whether CIA involvement was some-
how proper under some “sources and methods” authority. The sab-
committee concluded that the involvement in issue had no support. in
reason or law,

Procedures

Subcommittee hearings were commenced on May 11, 1973 with the
unanimous adoption of a rule that meetings would be conducted in
executive session to protect the sensitivity of information with regard
to the CIA. In detail, some seventeer meetings were held with some
twenty-four principal witnesses appearing, among whom were the

following :
Dr. James A. Schlesinger Mi. H. R. Haldeman
Former Direetor of Central Intelligence Former White House Staff Member
Mr. William E., Colby My, John D. Ehrlichman
Deputy Director for Operations, CIA Former White House Staff Member
Dr. John R. Tietjen M1r. James McCord
Director of Medical Services, CIA Former Staff Member

T | ‘ Committee for the Reelection of the
Mr. Lawrence R. Houston President (CREEP)

General Counsel, CIA

Mr. George L. Cary, Jr.
Acting Legislative Counsel, CIA
My, John M. Maury
Legislative Counsel, CIA
ieneral Robert K. Cushman, Jr., USMOC
Commandant of the Marine Corps

M:. E. IToward Hunt
Former White House Consultant
Mr. William Bittman
Counsel for Mr, Hunt

Mzr. Charles W. Colgon
Former White House Counselor to the

Former IMrector of CIA President :
- Mr. Tom Charles Huston
Lt. General Vernon A. Walters Former White House Staff Member

Deputy Director of Central Intelligence

: Myr. Gerald Aleh
The Honorable Richard Helms Fo-mer Attorney for Mr. James

Ambassador tco Iran "
(Former Deputy Director of Central In- “1eCord
telligence) Ay, Egil Krogh

Mr. Howsrd T. Osborne Former White House Stafi Member

Director of Security Affairs, CIA Ar. David Young
. Kocmer White House Stafff Member
Mr, Paul F. Gaynor

Chief of Security Research Staff, CTa Mr. John W, Dean, 11T
I Former White House Cournsel
AMr. Willinm V. Broe

Inspector General, CIA Mr. George Gordon Liddy

] ] Farmer Counsel

Mrs. Naney C. Lewis Committee for the Reelection of the
Seecretary to Deputy Director, CIA T'resident

Mr, L. Patrick Gray, ITT My, Peter A. Maroulis

Former Acting Director of the FBI Atforney for Mr. Liddy
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In the process, subcommittee subpoenas were issued to Messrs.
Haldeman, Ehrlichman and Dean, and due to their confinement status,
Mossrs. Hunt and Liddy were before the subcommittee pursuant to
Writs of Flabeas Corpus Ad Testificandum duly signed by the Chief
Judge, U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia. Messrs.
Krogh, Young and Dean claimed the Fifth Amendment privilege
throughout their appearance, aside basic identification. During his
appearance on July 20, 1973 Mr. George Gordon Liddy refused to
be sworn to testify, claiming that right under the Fifth Amendment.
As a result, the subcommittee, and in turn the House Armed Services
Committee, resolved that Mr. Liddy be referred to the U.S. Attorney
for the District of Columbia for contempt of Congress under the
processes of applicable law. By a vote of 334 to 11 the House of
Representatives adopted the resolution on September 10, 1973 and
reported the committee action in House Report No. 93453 dated
September 10, 1973. That matter now remains pending in the Depart-
ment of Justice.

Caveat

This report is based solely upon evidence submitted to the sub-
committee and the subcommittee has attempted to be meticulous about
climinating from its consideration the plethora of information that
has come from the media reporting other congressional actions, leaks
and endless “sources.” Also, the subcommittee limited its inquiry to
CTA related matters.

Basic OBSERVATIONS

(1) Aliasidentification gear, disguises and other technical materials
were provided improperly to Mr. E. Howard Iunt of the White House
staft by the CIA for use by non-CIA personnel due to a failure to
determine whether the purposes were in keeping with the statutory
mission of the CIA.

(2) Those improper purposes included :

a. A disguised interview with an informant who allegedly
was to provide information of a purely domestic-political
nature in connection with the Kennedy family;

b. A surveillance under disguise in August of 1971 in con-
nection with the unlawful break into Dr. Ficlding’s office in
California in what proved to be an unsuccessful search for
Mr. Daniel Ellsberg’s psychiatric records;

¢. A disguised visit to Mrs. Dita Beard in a Denver, Colo-
rado hospital during March of 1972 in connection with the
ITT affair; and

d. The abortive break-in at the Democratic National
Committee Headquarters in the Watergate complex on
June 17, 1972.

(3) Utilized at one time or another in the above-noted actions was
the following CIA provided material: 2 wigs, speech-altering devices,
alias materials commonly called “pocket litter,” a tape recorder, a
clandestine camera, one-way tinted spectacles and film developing
facilitics. Among the items requested but not provided were credit
cards, a telephone service and a secretary.

Approved For Release 2002/01/31 : CIA-RDP75B00380R000100090080-8



Approved For Release 2002/01/31 : (iIA-RDP7SBOO380R000100090080-8

(4) There were continued C1A dealings with Mr. TTunt after Gen-
eral (fashman first questioned Tunt’s jndgment in requesting addi-
tional CTA assistance. These “dealings” included a contact in October
1971 with reference to a 1954 Frensh case involving the leakage of
documents, contacts eoncerning A gency retivees regarding whom data
was furnished to Mr. Hunt and the Ellsberg profile. This resulted
from sneh compartmentation within the CTA organization as delayed
the internal dissemination of information of Huni's activities and
thus requires comment in this report.

(5) Had the equipment been demanded by CTA and returned by
My, Hunt when further assistance was terminated, its use in subse-
quent activities would have been prevented.

(6) Demanding the workup of domestic-psychiatric profiles on
Daniel Tllsberg during the period July-November 1971 by CIA
technical personnel was an abuse of CTA facilities.

(1) Efforts were made by Messrs. Haldeman, Ehrlichman and
Dean of the White House staff to deflect the FBI investigation of the
Watergate break-in by invoking r onexisting conflicts with (TA
operatinns.

(8) Substantial efforts were made by Mr. John Dean. then White
Ilouse Counsel, to involve C'TA in the Watergate break-in without
any foundation in fact. Particularly. Mr. Dean attempted to use the
CIA to provide assistance to the W, atergate defendants in a clear
violation of the statutory charter of the CTA.

(9) When these requests for CTA assistance were made there was
a clear pieture of White House aides avoiding former Director Helms
and looking to career military officers, Cushman and later Walters, for
unquestioned compliance.

(10) Substantial evidence of record leads to the inescapable con-
clusion that Mr. H. R. Haldemar, former White House Chief of Staif,
and Mr. John Ehrlichman, former Chief of Domestic Programs in the
White ]Touse. were the sources of enormons executive authority and
were considered by the Acting Director of the FBI and CIA officials
to be speaking for the President.

(11) There exist material inzonsistencies between the statement
and certain testimony offered b y General Vernon A. Walters, Deputy
Director of Clentral Intelligence, in his appearance as a witness on
May 16, 1973 and the statements and certain testimony presented dur-
ing his return appearance on May 21, 1973, both as to omissions and
changes in language.

(12) Mr. James McCord sent six inemoranda by mail to the CI.\
during rthe period August 1972-January 1973 regarding alleged at-
rempts to involve CTA in the Watergate. This correspondence was
filed and not. rurned over to the FB1 and the Department of Justice
until a request from the Department of Justice was received in May
1973,

(13) As late as February 1973, Mr. Dean called Dr. James A.
Schlesinger, Dircctor of Central Tntelligence, to see if CIA could et
sack from the FRBI the file material CTA had provided Justice rela-
five to the Agency’s contact with TTunt. This was not dore.

(14) Legislative recommendations are necessary in the following
three arcas with regard to Sec. 192(d) of the National Security Act:
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. To expressly prohibit the Dircctor of Central Intelli-
gence from performing any acts not included in Section 102
withopt the express authorization of the President.

b. Tighten the phraseology of the section with regard to
protection of intelligence sources and methods by the Direc-
tor of Central Intelligence; and

“¢. Prohibit transactions between former CIA employecs
and the Agency above and beyond purely routine administra-
tive matters. '

Discussion

White House Concerns

During the summer of 1971 leading members of the White House
staff were reportedly concerned over serious security leaks mainly
contered around the Pentagon Papers affair and a decision was made to
add to the staff a consultant who would be the central person responsi-
ble for rescarch on such matters. The person eventually recommended
by Mr. Charles Colson, White ITouse Counselor, and retained by Mr.
John Ehrlichman, was Mr. . Howard Hunt, retired carecr Central
Tntelligence Agency officer, former news magazine writer, novelist
and at that time, a ranking member of a public relations firm in Wash-
ington, D.C.

The OIA Contact

Early on in his cmployment as a consultant, Mr. TTunt requested
through Mr. Colson that arrangements be made for certain alias and
-disguise gear in connection with an interview. Apparently there was
somo internal discussion with Mr. Colson as to who should supply this
material but a reasonable interpretation of the testimony establishes
that in the final analysis Mr. John Ehrlichman, Senior White House
Aide in charge of domestic programs, made an introductory call to the
Deputy Director of the Central Intelligence, General Robert Cushman,
on or about July 8, 1971 introducing Mr. Hunt as a newly retained
White Fouse Consultant who was in need of CIA assistance. That
call was announced at a subsequent CIA staff meeting. An appointment
was made and on July 22, 1971 Mr. ITunt and General Cushman had
a meeting at CTA Headquarters in Langley, Virginia. At that meeting
arrangements were made for Mr. Hunt to receive “technical assistance”
from fhe CIA in the form of flash alias documentation and physical
disguise material for an undisclosed mission of some alleged sensi-
tivity. Mr. Hunt expressed it in this way to General Cushman:

* & * * * 4 %

«T’ve been charged with quite a highly sensitive misgsion by the White House
to visit and elicit information from an individual whose ideology we aren't
entirely sure of and for that purpose they asked me to come over here and see
if you could get me two things: flash, alias documentation * * # and some degree
of physical disguise, for a one timeop [eration]—in and out.”

e * % * * * #

General Cushman approved the request. Mr. Tlunt’s documented alias
was Tdward J. Warren. From the advantage of hindsight, it is un-
fortunate that Mr. Funt was not pressed for the details of his mission

prior to any agreement to mect his request, as normally should be the
case. :
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While the total evidence is in some conflict as to just what Hunt’s
sensitive mission was to be, it is crystal clear from Mr. Funt’s testi-
maony that the project was a purely domestic caper to gain information
on the Kennedy family which had been offered by a Mr. Clifton De-
Mott, then apparently located in Rhode Island. Parenthetically, it is
obvious that the projected DeMott interview was hardly the sensitive
task represented to General Cushman during the meeting on July 22,
1971 av the CTA Headquarters, The DeMott interview was conducted
m amotel at the Providence, Rhode Island airport where Hunt ap-
peared in the CTA disguise, including the “ill-fitting wig” and pocket
litter. 'The interview proved to be flot and unproductive according to
Mr, 1unt.

AMeanwhile, Hunt was making added demands on the Ageney for
technical assistance including disguise and alias material for
Mr. George Gordon Iiddy. Mr. Liddy’s documented alias was George
I, Leonard. On August 27, 1971 after recelving internal complaints
from CTA staff members concerning the Hunt request, (General Chash-
man called Mr. .John Ehrlichraan and advised him that. assistance to
Mr. Hunt would have to end since ITunt obviously was overreaching
the original agreement.

As future events graphically illustrated, the deed had then been done
and Mr. Helms, General Cushman and the CTA had beeome the un-
witting dupes for purely domestic White House staff endeavors that
were beyond the realm of CTA authority. Not only did the “technical
assistance” material appear in the DeMott interview as previously
noted, but as we shall sce, certain materials appeared in the illicit
search for Ellsherg’s psychiatric records, was also in evidence at the
Dita Beard interview in Denver, Colerado and finally at the infamous
Watergate complex entry.

It should be mentioned here that early in his employment in the
White House during July 1971, Mr. Hant was apparently assigned
the task of developing certain information on U.S. relations with
South Vietnam with specific referenco to the circumstances which led
to the coup, and assassination of former Premicr Diem. In that con-
nection Mr. Charles Colson suggested that Tunt seek out a Lieutenant
Colonel Lucien Conein who was reputed to be knowledgeable in TTar
Eastern affairs through his OSS assceiations and later CTA work in
South Vietnam. At the time Colonel Conein was said to be rotired from
the CTA and living in McLean. V. irginia as a private person. Report-
edly. Mr. Colson thought it necessary for ‘CIA to approve such an in-
terview, and Colson considered this an additional motive for Hunt to
be clearcd through Mr. John Ehrlichman for contact with the CIA.In
fact, Colson testified that the requirement for this clearance was “im-
mediate” in view of the need to interview Colonel Conein.

Hunt stated he knew Conein through earlier association in the 0SS,
and after locating him directly through the telephone book, a meeting
was arranged in Hunt’s office at the White House. There ensued a cis-
cussion of the Diem era in South Vietnam and the circumstances of
the revolt that led to Diem’s assassination. Hunt reported that he also
discussed with Colonel Clonein the narcotics control situation in South-
cast Asia. TTunt concluded that the interview was of interest in con-
nection with Flunt’s review of the Department of State chronological
cable files on the Diem regime. It was this review that among other
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matters led to the reported controversial and fraudulent alteration of
State Department cables by Hunt “which would clearly point to Wash-
ington, the Kennedy Administration, as having in effect, hoped for
or brought about the assassination of the former Vietnamese Premier.”

Thus, the subcommittee determined, to its satisfaction, that the

Tlunt-Conein interview did not invelve the CIA.

How This Happened in the CIA

Former CIA Dircctor Richard Helms testified that often the Execu-
tive Office of the President made requests of the CIA for assistance
and advice, The principal limit on such CIA assistance is the statutory
barrier to its operation in the domestic-intelligence field, as noted
carlier in this report. On the other hand, witnesses associated with the
CIA were unanimous in their views that requests from top level White:
Touse aides in the present Administration were, almost without excep-
tion, taken as orders from people who were speaking for the President,
which could and did put a strain on those statutory barriers. In that
setting, then, we have the request from the White House staff for the
cooperation of the CIA with Howard Hunt.

General Cushman, a four-star general officer in the Marine Corps,
and the former Deputy Director testified that he received that request
from Mr. John Ehrlichman. Ehrlichman, with rather obvious vigor,
testified that he had no recollection of making any such call to the
CIA. The evidence of record supports General Cushman.

Mr. Ehrlichman in his testimony before the subcommittee assumed a
rather cavalier, hands-off attitude about the CIA technical assistance
to Funt in an obvious attempt to lay the responsibility at the doorsteps
of others—first for getting ITunt into the White House organization
(“Colson hired him”) and then by wondering aloud why the CTA gave
“sarte blanche for nearly a month without asking [TTunt] what he was

“doing.” The overall subcommittee record is enlightening on Mr.
Ehrlichman’s approach to the matter at hand. Mr., Ehrlichman’s
impression of his force and effect in conducting White House business
appears to be unduly modest. The clear impression from the record 1s
that Mr, ITunt was given CIA assistance solely because Mr. Ehrlich-
man intervened. In this instance, the CIA had not one scintilla of
information concerning the actual purpose of that assistance, and the
lack of such information was not questioned, Indeed, assistance was
civen in almost a complete “absence of the procedural steps and
approvals normally required by Agency regulations,” according to
former Director of Central Intelligence, Dr. James A. Schlesinger.

There is little doubt from the testimony that General Cushman was
impressed with the source of the telephone call introducing Mr. Hunt
as a White Iouse Consultant. General Cushman concluded that Hunt
was hired to work on the security leaks problem, and “the CTA was
being ordered to assist him.” [Emphasis Added.] Further, stated
Gencral Cushman, he never envisioned such a request to be for an
improper purpose. Thus, when a meeting between Genceral Cushman
and Hunt resulted on July 22, 1971, there was a clear-cut spirit of
cooperation on the part of the Deputy Director despite the fact that
ITunt beclouded the reason for the “technical assistance” except to
describe the need for a sensitive one-time interview. Ilunt was not
pressed for further explanation and the arrangements for assistance
were agreed upon. Ironically, although Hunt suggested privacy, that
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meeting was bugged and it is clear on the verbatum record that
Mr. Ehrlichman’s name was dropped by Mr. Hunt in the correct places
to convey the message to General Cushman. Thus commenced a string
of requests from Hunt for the agreed upon technical sssistance, as
well as other materials as previously reported. The extent and depth
of the technical assistance provided to Mr. Flunt can be better under-
stood when it is noted that on no less than three oceasions CTA tech-
nical personnel met with Mr. Hunt and/or Mr. Liddy in a so-called
“sate hiowse” location in Washington to fit disgnise materials, as well
as deliver other disguise and alias items. A safe house is generally
described as a detection-secure location maintained by the Agency for
clandestine meetings.

This all came to an end on August 27, 1971 when the CTA staff and
General Cushman became concerned over the propriety of Iunt’s
increasing demands in relation to the CTA and the assistance stopped.
Unhappily, neither at that date nor at any time thereafter did the
CIA make a request for the return of the materials and, except. for
the camera, none of the material was in fact returned.

The Director of CIA was advised of the Hunt-Clushman agreernent
and Hunt’s CIA contacts after the fact but considered it “fait accom-
p1i7 particalarly since “there was absolutely no indication of wrong-
doing.” Tn “hindsight” said Ambassador Helms “maybe we should
have asked [Hunt] a lot more questions.” The subcommittee can only
add its unanimous and solemn concurrence to that observation. Mr.
Helms said that “when the top man in the White House asks for
support and assistance, it is given to him.” Interestingly, Mr. ITunt’s
view as a retired CIA agent and forrmer White House Consultant was
expressed thusly: “* * * the CTA was regarded as a service organiza-
tion for the intelligence community and certainly o the C'hief Frecu-
tive.” | Kmphasis Added.] The better view, although charitable, was
probably expressed by Dr. James R. Schlesinger, the succeeding
Director of Central Intelligence at the time of this inquiry and now
Secretary of Defense: “The Acency was insufficiently cavtious in the
initiation of assistance to Hunt.”

The Filsherg Psychiatric Profile

Ineredible as it may seem, at the very time that Mr, Hunt was
conduering his business with the CTA for “technical ass'stance” an-
other White House staff project was being engincered which was to
involve the CIA in one more undertaking which was outside of its
mission. This. aside from the separate Ellsberg’s psychiatrist’s
break-in, which apparently was undergoing concurrent planning, also
had CTA implications and which will be addressed under the rext
subheading.

The profile operation originated in the White House Tnvestigations
Unit, hetter known at the time as the Room 16 Group, and now popu-
larly called “The Plumbers.” The group was reportedly concerned
with security matters involving leaks of classified information. Ap-
parently, tha unit was under the overall aegis of Mr. John Fhrlichman,
with Mr. ¥gil Krogh in immediate charge, as assisted by Mr. David
Young and Mr. George Gordon Liddy. According to his testimony,
Mr. F. Tloward Hunt joined this group about the middle of July
1071—while continuing to work on his original assignment. At that
time the greoup was apparently in the process of organizing.
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The mission at hand seemed to be to get a complete backdrop on
Fllsberg and his entire psychiatric makeup, for the purpose of gain-
ing a better understanding of the total Pentagon Papers problem and
to apparently assist in Ellsberg’s prosecution. From those considera-
tions developed a suggestion by E. Howard Hunt that CTA had the
technical capability of putting together a personal profile as had been
done in the case of cortain foreign leaders and secondly, an interest
in certain psychiatric records that were reportedly in the files of a
Los Angeles psychiatrist. Hunt recommended, therefore, that CTA be
requested to construct a profile on Ellsberg. Apparently, Mr. David
Young was the contact man with CIA on this project. At some point
in time, Mr. Ehrlichman talked with Mr. Young about the project and
it had his approval. This could have been atter work on the profile was
underway.

In late July 1971, the first contact was made with CTA requesting
an Ellsberg profile. This resulted in some conversations between Mr.
Young and Mr. Helms, in which CIA’s reservation were expressed but,
stated Mr. Helms, Young assured him “it had the highest ‘White [Touse
level support * * *”,and an agreement was reached. Young supplied
the materials to be nsed. The CTA psychiatric personnel involved, in-
cluding medical doctors, expressed varying degrees of concern over the
propriety of the project in view of the limited information on Ellsberg
at hand, and the question of whether it was CIA-mission oriented since
the subject was a U.S. national. Also there was concern that the prod-
uet conld be misinterpreted as coming from a doctor-patient relation-
ship, which, of course, would not be the case. The evidence indicates
that the project was finally approved with some reluctance by “senior
Agency officials because of the peculiar problems posed by the case.”

The initial effort was produced from articles from media sources, as
well as FBI documents. This first effort did not satisfy the White
House staff and an August 12, 1971 meeting was called in the Execu-
tive Office Building on the matter with a CTA medical representative
present. A witness who attended that meeting attributed the following
to Mr. Young: “That the Ellsberg study had the highest priority and
had been requested by Mr. Ehrlichman and Dr. Kissinger. Mr. Young
also stated that the President had been informed of this study. Ile
stated that it was a multi-faceted approach and the psychiatric report
would be only one facet.” Howard Hunt and G. Gordon Liddy were
also present with that group, and further discussion ensued on the
points they hoped to develop in such a profile.

New material was forthcoming from the White Iouse which was
biographical in nature and appeared to have Justice Department
origin. At no time, it was testified, was sufficient material received upon
which a valid report could be assembled. There were several other
meetings with White ITouse personnel and there wasa CIA attempt to
fend off White TTouse staff insistence on the sccond paper on the
grounds that the material added very little to the production. But the
Room 16 Group insisted on a final profile. With much expressed re-
luctance by the CTA professional staff involved, the final product “was
delivered * * * to the White Iouse and to Mr. Liddy, Mr. Young
and Mr. TTunt” on November 12, 1971 after being reviewed by Director
TTelms. Interestingly, General Cushman was not aware of the Ellsberg
profiles project. '
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The Ellsbery Psychiatrist Caper

Alsc incredible as it may appear, while E. Howard Hunt was mak-
g demands upon the CTA for additional technical material, he was
doing it nct for purposes of ths “sensitive” interview, but rather for
use in connection with the Room 16 iroup’s plan for the surreptitious
entry into the office of a Beverly Hilly doctor, Dr. Henry Fielding, who
was identified as Daniel Ellsherg’s peychiatrist. It should be noted that
shortly prior to the break-in OTA had indicated that the psychiatric
information for the profile lacked soine sufficiency for the task at hand.
While the tirning would indicate some known connection between CTA
and the Kllsberg break-in, the testimony shows a coincidence rather
than any suggestion that CTA had any prior knowledge of the illicit
entry into Dr. Fielding’s office.

According to Hunt, and as was noted earlier, sometime during
July 1971, after the Room 16 (Plumbers) Group was formed, it was
determined by the Group that information on Ellsberg’s life and life-
style, mental competency, tendencics, propensities and the like, would
be valuable in a better understanding of the entire Pentagon Papers
matter. Thus, the plan to burgle the psychiatrist’s office.

Per the Giroup’s plans, Mr. Tunt and Mr. Liddy were scheduled to
malke a preliminary reconnaissarnce trip to Beverly I1ills in connection
with the Fielding break-in and Hunt asked CTA for a camera conceal-
ment device for indoor photography. This was the camera concesled
i the infamons tobaceo pouch that wvas later used during the recon-
uaissance for photographing the inside of the building in which Dr.
Fielding held office space.

Indeed, in addition to having the camera, the surveillance was con-
ducted with both Tunt and Liddy using the disguise material and
“litter,” including the “ill-fitting wigs” provided carlier by the CTA
te Mr. Hunt and Mr. Liddy in a safe house. Among other services,
CIA provided Mr. Tiddy with techrical instructions for the use of
camera and developing services when the job was completed. But. in
all fairness, it must be repeated that the CTA was not aware of the
true purpose for which the camera and equipment was to be used.

Mr. John Ehrlichman diselaimed prior knowledge of the bsasic
plan—“T certainly cannot vecall seeing such a memo, Mr. Chairman—
but did testify that, “there was a written proposal that Hunt and
fiddy be sent to the coast to do investigation work. * * * The gnb-
stance of it was they would go and investigate these questions I alluded
to befora, Fllsberg’s relationships, how he got the papers out, what
sort of a person he is, is he a part of a conspiracy, all the lingering,
remaining questions about Ellsherg as an individual that we were not
wetting answers to, * * % T approved that proposal.” Ehrlichman
rdded that be wonld not have approved any proposal that included
a plan to burglarize the psychiatrist’s office.

Following the West Coast trip Mr. JTunt saw a need for credit cards
and a sterile telephone for back up in case an alias address was checked.
"The eredit card problem came up on the surveillance trip when credit
cards were asked for to pay bills and nane were availablo. This request
to CIA was not granted. Also, upon returning, Mr. Hunt made an
effort to shew the Fielding picturss to Mr. Charles Colson, but Colson
rebuffed Hunt out of hand before Hunt could explain what he had to
offer.
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During the actual burglary of the Fielding office on Scptember 3,
1971, Mr. Hunt stated that he did not personally make an entry upon
orders that nobody with a White Iouse connection was to be “any-
where near the target area.” On the evening of the Fielding break-in,
Flunt stated he was miles away covering the Fielding house, for said
Hunt, “I had to be there. T was the planner.”

Mr. Liddy was close by in a car to provide mobile surveillance, and
both Hunt and Liddy were in touch with the entry team by walkie-
talkie. As it developed, nothing of worth was received as a result of
the operation.

The Dita Beard Interview

Tt will be recalled that in 1972 at the time of the Richard Klein-
dienst confirmation hearings as Attorney General, there was consider-
able discussion and publicity regarding the authenticity of an ITT
memo allegedly written by Dita Beard, a Washington I'T'T representa-
tive, which allegedly linked the ITT antitrust settlement with a re-
ported contribution for the benefit of the Republican National Con-
vention then planned for San Diego.

Mr. Charles Colson stated that in early March 1972 he received
information from Mr. Hunt that the Beard memo could be a forgery
and Colson concluded that there may be a way of gaining information
on the matter through an interview with Mrs. Beard in a Denver
hospital where she was undergoing treatment.

The arrangements were made and Hunt (in disguise—the “ill-fitting
wig” and Edward Warren “litter”) visited Mrs. Beard in the Denver
hospital to seek her version of the infamous memo. The results were in-
conclusive, Hunt’s story is that the disguise was used to shield his
White House identity. Mr. Colson stated that he did not order the dis-
guise, it was Iunt’s idea. In any event, we had another clear-cut use of
CIA equipment to assist in carrying out a purely domestic-intelligence-
gathering mission, without the knowledge of the very people who sup-
plied the material.

The Watergate

As probably very few people are unaware, on the cvening of
June 17, 1972, a group allegedly sponsored by the Committee for the
Reclection of the President made an abortive entry into the Watergate
Headquarters of the Democratic National Committee reportedly to
photograph files, “* * * install a room bug * * * which would per--
mit the transmission of conversations * * *”, and also to put in place
a telephone listening device. There had been a prior successful entry
into the Ieadquarters on Memorial Day Weekend 1972. That entry
was classified as successful because nobody was caught, but the
bugging of a telephone failed for mechanical and technical reasons,
and there was a new demand for photographic copies of additional
documents from the files—thus the plan for a second try.

Although there seemingly was repeated reference to “the
principals”—“* * * the Attorney (eneral, Mr. Dean and Mr.
Magruder * * *7, said Hunt—George Gordon Liddy reportedly was
the leader and planner for the entry with Mr. Hunt as one of his top
assistants, along with Mr. James W. McCord who was a “hitch-hiker”
on the operation as the eleetronies man. McCord was a former FBI
agent who later joined the CTA from where he retired in 1970. Later
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in September 1971 McCord was employed by CREEP as a security
man and was operating his own kusiness in the security and investiga-
tive field.

ITunt was the recruiter for the Cuban-American branch of the entry
team whose principal task was photography. (“The team had demon-
strated its asility in Los Angeles. That was certainly a clean opera-
tion.” said Hunt.) Among those “team” individuals were Mr. Baker
and Mr. Martinez. Mr. Hunt and Mr. Liddy were not part of the
entry team. Interestingly, some 50 35MM cameras were oought for
the mission.

On the ecritical evening, Hunt and Liddy were in a room in vhe
Watergate Flotel where the team assembled prior to entry. Hunt had
earried the CIA-supplied disguise gear to the room to male distribu-
tion as might be desired. McCord stated that ITunt handed MeCord
some credentials including, he thought, a driver’s license. When
McCord was apprehended later, the CIA cover name of Edward L.
Warren was on the documents which were confiscated by the police.
Hunt, in his testimony, stated that he thought Barker used his “sat”
of disguises and pocket litter and Liddy’s was used by another mem-
ber of the entry team. This evidently included the wigs. A portion of
Hunt’s direct testimony on the subject is sucecinet :

[“Let me put it this way, sir: 1 took all of that [CIA] disguise equipment down
to the operations room of the ‘Watergate, Room 214, that evening, The men vwho
made up the entry team helped themselves to whatever they wanted. And the last
time I recall seeing any of that matarial was in Room 214 in the Watergate
Hotel.”]

Hunt, norrally stored the alias and disguise gear in a safe in the
Executive Office Building. but on June 17 all of it was confiscated by
police at the Watergate. The only item left was a tape recorder whizh,
during his testimony, Hunt promised to return to the CIA.

Again, as the world knows, the “lights went out” as Mr. Flunt put it,
and the team was caught. It is ironic, too, that certain doors had been
taped at the lock and McCord reported over walkie-talkie that he had
to retape them, Hunt was startled by that report and wanted to stop
the operation but Liddy refused. McCord, too, wanted to press for-
ward. A short while later the group was arrested on the scene.

None of those involved in the break -in were employees of the CTA ;
however, Martinez was at the tirac an active Florida informant for the
CTA and was being paid for his information at the rate of $100 per
month. He is no longer on the payroll of CTA, and there is no evidence
that CTA had anv advance knowledge of his prospective participation
in the break-in. Interestingly, Hunt svated that following Watergate
he, Mrs. Hunt and Attorney Bittman received some $156,000 for
lawvers fees from mysterious sources by what can be best described as
cloak and dagger deliveries. Also, pavments of $27,000 in additional
moneys for personal use and for the Cuban-Americans wers reported.
MeCord stated that he received $46,000 for lawyers fees and subsist-
ence from “committes” sources.

“Ppessure To Blome Wateraate en Ol A”—M cCord

Mr. James MceCord, convicted participant in the Watergate break-in,
former JFBT agent and retired CIA employee, was persistent in his
claims before the subcommittes that immediately after Watergate
aborted, there was a massive attempt to pin the break-in on the CIA
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in an effort to cover up the White House and the Committee for the
Reolection of the President. In addition, McCord stated that “the
White ITouse” had dismissed Helms to lay a foundation for blaming
Watergate on the CTA, and that “Ilelms had been fired for it.” McCord
alleged a conspiracy involving people in high place in the Executive
Department, in the Committee for the Reelection of the President and,
indeed, he alleged the involvement of E. Howard ITunt, Hunt’s lawyer,
Mr. William Bittman, and Mr. Gerald Alch, his own attorney, among
others,

In the latter regard, McCord testified that Hunt placed great pres-
sure on the Cuban-American defendants to use the “CIA was involved”
ploy as a defense at trial. Hunt just as vehemently denied that allega-
tion under oath. With equal vigor did Hunt deny that he participated
in any plot to blame the entire venture on the CIA, but there was
an admission from Iunt’s attorney, as well as McCord’s counsel, that
there was some discussion early on in preparation for the defense of
the accused as to whether there might be a CIA-type defense since
some of the participants had been associated with the Agency previ-
ously. ITowever, that tack was dropped after discussion with the clients,
said the attorneys for ITunt and MeCord, as being without foundation
in fact. '

MecCord had occasion to contact Hunt’s wife during this early period
after Watergate and McCord attributed to Mrs. ITunt a statement that
the Watergate was a CTA operation and that Hunt had information
sufficient to impeach the President. This ITunt denied. It was also
stated by McCord that Mrs. Hunt attributed to her husband a letter
threatening to “blow the White House out of the water.” This, too,
was denied by Hunt.

Also attributed to Mrs. Hunt was a statement that Mr, Paul O’Brien,
of the Committee for the Reelection of the President, had advised Hunt
that Watergate was a CIA operation. McCord stated that his only
sources at the time regarding this allegation were Mrs. Hunt and the
press stories to which he was exposed.

Because of this alleged cover up, McCord sent an unsigned letter to
Mr. Richard Helms, then Director of Central Intelligence, under date
of July 29, 1972, enclosing correspondence purportedly addressed to
his attorney expressing concern over a “ploy” to lay Watergate at the
doorstep of CIA. The attorney, Mr. Alch, denies ever receiving the
letter. That correspondence was not acted upon in CTA in any fashion
beyond recognition of its source as probably McCord, and it was not
turned over to the T BI or the Department of Justice by the CIA until
requested by the U.S., Attorney in May 1973,

Interestingly, at that very time, McCord expressed his loyalty for
the Administration for “they seemed to be doing what they could to
help the defendants and there was contact there * * * .’ Then in
October 1972, he saw a “180° turn” and “they were going to try to keep
the defendants silent” by offering executive clemency and care for
dependents. At that point in his testimony, MceCord didn’t invoke the
CIA allegation.

Although MeCord believed the plot to use the CTA emanated
from on high, he pointed the principal finger of guilt at ITunt,
Mr. William Bittman, attorney for Hunt, and his own lawyer,
Mr. Alch. McCord saw Bittman as the leader of a plot to blame CIA
for Watergate and use it as a defense at trial in January of 1973. In
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the now famous meeting with Mr. Alch in Washington, D.C.. on
December 21, 1972 at the Monocle Restaurant, McCord attributes to
Alch the statement that they would use a CIA defense; that they would
doctor McCord’s CIA records to show a recall to duty; that the new
Director, Dr. Schlesinger, “would go along with it,” and that they
could show the history of CIA sponsoring such operations. This pur-
portedly shocked MeCord. MceCord attributed the same approach to
Mr. Alch ir a subsequent meeting at Mr. Alch’s office in Boston on
December 26, 1972,

Mr. Aleh disputed MeCord’s version of these meetings in the strong-
est of terms. Alch stated that, in fact, Bittman had suggested in De-
cember 1972, when defenses were being discussed, that they should
check with their clients on the possibility of CIA involvement as a
defense, particularly since Hunt and MceCord were CTA. veterans. This
was done with McCord during the luncheon at the Monocle on Decom-
ber 21, 1972 and McCord stated that he would think about it, according
to Alch’s version, In the December 26th mecting in Boston, McCord
was definite about no CIA involvement and to Alch, that ended the
matter, for he stated he had a feeling all along that CIA was “not
behind it.” Further, said Mr. Alch, he talked to his associate, I. T.ee
Bailey, about the CTA matter anc Bailey discouraged any such defense
unless they were on solid ground. Mr. Alch’s Washington correspond-
ing attorney, Mr. Bernard Shankman, was present at the Monocle and,
in an aflidavit made available to this subcommittee, has supported M.
Aleh’s versicn of the meeting.

Thesc latest meetings prompted McCord to address a serios of Jetters
to Mr. Paul Gaynor, of CIA, with whom McCord was formerly asso-
ciated in his active duty CIA days. That correspondence commenced
on December 22, 1972, and in it McCord referred to the “itremendous
pressure” to put the operation on the CTIA. The follow-on correspond-
ence consisied of an undated note and others dated December 29, 1972,
January 3 and 5, 1973 regarding alleged wiretaps on his home, Me-
Cord’s decision to release his lawyer, and more litany on attempts to
mvolve the CTA in the Watergate. None of this mail was signed. The
record indicates that CTA retained this correspondence on file, recog-
nizing that it came from MeCord, but nothing was done to bring it to
light until after the subcommitte> commenced its hearings on May 11,
1973. Why this material was not given to the FBI or the Department
of Justice earlier was not respondad to satisfactorily by CTA witnesses.

Mr. Aleh, in fact, represented McCord in matters relating to the
trial and at the trial itself during January of 1973. In his earlier
letter to the presiding judge asking that Mr. Alch be excused as his
attorney, MeCord did not mention the CIA matter. After a judicial
conference, MeCord’s concerns wore evidently satisfied, the letter was
withdrawn and, as indicated, Alch stiyed on to represent McCord at
trial and in bail proceedings thereafter. CTA was not raised in any
fashion at trial, as a defense or in matters of extenuation.

This subcommittee cannot: unrevel the direct conflict of evidence in
the testimony of Mr. McCord and Mr. Alch—Dboth under oath. The
story of this alleged attempt to involve the CTA has been told briefly
liere beeausoe of its relevancy to the subcommittee’s mission. There are
indicaticns that McCord was not completely open and frank with
Attorney Aleh and that he, McCord., may have been taking advice
and counsel from another source contrary to Mr. Aleh’s efforts for
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his elient. The conflict in testimony between Mr. Alch and Mr. McCord
is so great as to cause the subcommittee to speculate that both are
telling what they believe to be the truth, but McCord’s perspective was
distorted because of his personal predicament.

On a related matter Mr. Robert C. Mardian, who was associated with
the Committee for the Reelection of the President, was contacted by
tho subcommittee regarding his knowledge of any possible CIA in-
volvement in Watergate. Mr. Mardian identified Mr. Paul O’Brien as
the individual svho stated that he “thought the CIA was involved in
the Watergate break-in,” and that “he would stake his life on it, or
words to that effect.” Subsequently, Mr. O’Brien, a former CIA em-
ployee, was interviewed and as the result of that interview the sub-
committee concluded that while Mr. O’Brien may have made such a
statement. he was unable to furnish any information that in fact con-
nected the CTA with Watergate.

Tire Wirre House Arrevrer To Invornve CIA 1n WATERGATE
The Laundered-Money Allegation

Out of the early Watergate investigation came information that
there was evidence possibly tying presidential campaign funds to the
break-in through a so-called money-laundering operation that was
running from the bank of then Watergate suspect Barker in Miami,
Terida, to a bank in Mexico City, with checks drawn on that Mexico
City bank in the name of one Manuel Ogarrio. Also caught up in the
same Inquiry was an individual from Minneapolis named Mr. Kenneth
I1. Dahlberg. The FBI wanted to interview both men, but it was
mainly the Ogarrio matter that became known as the Mexican Connec-
tion in this inquiry, It was this branch of the FBI investigation that
wag apparently the central theme in certain White House staff requests
that the FBI “hold off” or discontinue interviewing Ogarrio and Dahl-
berg and making inquiry into the Mexican matter for fear of uncover-
ing some “sensitive resources or assets of the CIA.”

There are varying—and sometimes hopelessly conflicting—versions
of what developed thereafter, but we shall try to piece together what
the central plan seemed to be. .

The White House Mecting on June 23, 1978—ITaldeman’s Version

The most common thread that can be found for a starting point is
an alleged concern over national security matters and CIA sources in
the FBI-Watergate investigation. Mr. Haldeman’s version had L.
Patrick Gray conveying to Mr. John Dean Gray’s concern over CIA
involvement in the matter and a Gray request for gunidance on or about
June 22, 1972. This argument was made despite the personal assurance
of CIA Director Helms to Gray that there was no such involvement.
Purportedly, Gray’s request triggered a ITaldeman talk with the
President on the matter in which, in substance, the President ordered
Haldeman to meet with Helms, Walters, and Ehrlichman to find out
(1) whether CTA was involved in Watergate, (2) whether, because of
the participants, the Bay of Pigs was a concern, (3) to express concern
over possible exposure of past CTA or other national security activities
of the ex-CIA people involved and, finally, to get CIA and FBI
together for an understanding of the situation. Haldeman does not
recall bringing up the Mexican laundering of funds at all, but con-
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cedes it eould have been mentioned. Thereafter, having received
assurances from Director ITelms that CI.\ was not involved in Water-
gate and that there were no eoncerns over exposing the Bay of Pigs
or other covert operations, Walters (not Helms, CI1A Director) pur-
suant to the President’s direction to Haldeman was “asked” to see
L. Patrick Gray. Mr, Haldeman disclaimed any notion of a purpose
to impede the FBI investigation. Mr. Gray was conspicuous by his
absence at the meeting, having beer uninvited, although it would
appear that Mr. Gray could have added much to the meeting and may
have helped elear the confnsion. Walters then met at WBI Head-
quarters with Gray.
The Helms Version

Mr. Riichard Helms sees the meeting in a somewhat different light.
Put suceincetly, he heard Mr. Haldeman tell General Walters to go and
see Acting Director (iray of the FBI and talk to him about halting
the FBI investigation in Mexico Decatse it might run into CIA opera-
tions. T'his occurred after Helms had stated there were no such prob-
lems. Further. stated Mr. Helms, he thonght Mr. Haldeman’s remarks
about the Bay of Pigs were “incoherent,” and assured Mr. Haldeman
therc was no worry about the Bay of Pigs. Indeed, on that subject
Mr. Haldeman told the subeommittee. * * * T can maybe agree with
Director Helms’ characterization of my question as incohierent, because
I didn’t understand what the eonnection was or what the concern
tnight be, but T raised the question because T was told to.” Mr. Helms
saw Haldeman’s “request” of Walters to see Giray as an order to stop
the investigation and thought it went too far. He told Walters prior
to visiting Gray to go only so far as reminding the Aeting Direcror
of the nunderstanding between the agencies to avoid yunning into each
others’ operations, and to advise the CIA shonuld he do so in Mexico.

The Ehrlichman Version

Mr. Ehrlichman had his own version of the June 23, 20-minute,
meeting. He recalls Mr. Haldeman going thronugh the litany of several
items including whether there was any CIA-Watergate involvements,
as well as any concern over the Bay of Pigs—with M. Ilelnis rejecting
both possibilities out of hand. Ehrlichman agreed that the Mexican
matter was mentioned and gathered that there was some hesitation on
the part of Walters to give a flat denial of possible problems. This
hesitation, Ehrlichman suggested showed a concern on the part of
Walters and Helms over a possible conflict and, therefore, the request
Ly Haldeman that Walters visit with Gray to clear up the matter of
e possible conflict with CTA operations in Mexico.
Ax Geneval Walters Sono It

(ieneral Walters in his testimony of May 16, 1973 and in a memo-
randum for the record dated June 28, 1972 regarding the June 2d1d
mecting, described Mr. Faldeman as being rather direct and certain
about calling off the FBI investigation. General Walters® reported
version had Haldeman expressing concern over the Democrats maxi-
mizing Watergate, that the FBI investigation was leading to a lot
of important people and matters could get worse. After being assured
by Director Helms that the CTA was not involved, Mr. Flaldeman
stated that the whole thing was getting embarrassing and since the
five suspeets had been arrested that was sufficient and there would be
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no advantage to pushing the inquiry—especially in Mexico. Haldeman
then asked General Walters to call upon Gray and suggest that the
investigation not be pushed further. Mr. Ehrlichman implied it should
be done soon.

The Walters-Gray Meeting on June 23, 1972—General Walters’
Version

General Walters made arrangements to visit Mr. Gray that after-
noon. He told Mr. Gray that he had been “directed” by top White
ITouse officials (no names mentioned) to tell Mr. Gray that any on-
going investigation of the Mexican aspects of Watergate could jeop-
ardizo the agencies covert actions in the area. Walters added that in
view of the five Watergate arrests it would be better to taper the mat-
ter off there.

Actually, the record scems clear that General Walters was truly
conveying the message and giving Gray the “hard sell” by making the
gratuitons statement about the arrest of the Watergate people and
that it was best to taper the matter off there.

Walters checked later that day at CIA and found there was no
danger to the Mexican sources, but no cffort was made to convey this
message to Acting FBT Director Gray, who had ordered any inter-
view of Manuel Ogarrio withheld, “becanse of the information re-
coived on June 23rd in connection with the telephone calls I had to
and from Mr. Dean and the visit from General Walters.”

r. Gray’s Version of the Walters Meeting

Mr. Gray stated he was not told by General Walters that there had
been a mecting with Mr. ITaldeman and Mr. Ehrlichman. Mr. Gray
denied that Walters mentioned “senior people at the White House”
as the source of the admonition that “pursuit of the investigation of
Mexican financing would uncover some of the Agency’s clandestine
activities.” Mr. Gray was vehement in his statement that Walters did
not mention “senior people at the White ITouse.” The important aspect
of that testimony is that Mr. Gray said he thought Walters was
speaking for the CIA. (“He told me.flat out this was the CIA
position * * *) However, this leaves unexplained the effect of the
tremendous pressure exerted by Mr. Dean on Mr. Gray to frustrate
the FBI investigation of the matter and Gray’s failure to recognize
the White House connection. In his testimony before the subcommittee,
Mr. Gray stated that he originally discovered there wasa White House
meeting as a result of publicity of a congressional hearing which was
reported in the press on May 16, 1973. In his testimony Mr. Gray
raised two basic points that continue to trouble the subcommittee:

] i * * k3 * *

“With both Helns and Walters present they acquiesce in this move to send
Walters over to give me a message they both know to be false. At least Helms
does, because T talked to him on 6-22-72 and he said no CIA involvement.

“Why, upon his return to CIA and learning that investigation of Mexican
financial affairs (and what affair was it) would not compromise any CIA
clandestine assets did he not inform me? He had just told me that it would
and he did not tell me that senior White ITouse people told him to tell me. Now
lie finds out that investigation will not compromise (on his return to the Agency
that very afterncon) and he does not tell me???”

" " b W * *
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The Effort To Entrap the C1A4

Meanwhile it appears that Mr. Dean was taking an active part in
the parameters of the FBI investigation. After some preliminary
contact with Mr. Gray concerning the conduct of the investigation,
on June 22, 1972, Mr. Dean called Mr. Gray with regard to a possible
CIA noney chain involvement, and later to advise Mr. Giray of Gen-
eral Walters’ visit on the same cay. As will be evident later, Mr. Gray
told the suscommittee that during this period Mr. Dean raised with
him on a regular basis the matter of whether there were CTA aspects
in the case and whether in pressing the investigation there may bo a
conflict with CTA sources. On Monday, June 26, 1972, Mr. Dean called
(eneral Walters to the White House and kept pressing the possibility
of CIA involvement in Watergate—despite Walters protestatiors to
the contrary. Dean suggested the Agency could be involved without
General Walters knowing it. The following day Dean kept the pres-
sure on Walters by again calling him to his office where Dean made
the astonishing request that CIA provide bail money and salary for
the CIA suspects using covert funds. He also wanted to know whether
there was sotne other way CIA could help, Walters told Dean that to
provide bail and pay salaries was “out of the question.” but as to other
CIA help, Walters stated he “conld not think of anv but would discuss
the marter with the Director and be in touch with [Dean].” Of course,
that request, was denied by Mr. Helms and yet the next day, June 28,
Dean had Walters in his office another time making further inquiry
about eny CTA involvement in Watergate. In what appears to be an
offer of help, Walters suggested the possibility of Anti-Castro Cubans
being invelved. The following is from General Walters’ Memorandum
for Record dated June 29, 1972

b % * * £ * *

“He [Dean] then asked if T had any ideas and T said that this affair already
had a sirong Cuban flavor and everyone knew the Cubans were conspiratorial
and anxious to know what the policies of both parties would be towards Castro.
They, therefore, had a plausible motive for attempting this amateurish job which
any §lg]illed technician would deplore. This' might be costly but it would be

lansible.
P “Diean said he agreed that this was the best tack to take but it might cost half
a million dollars. He also agreed (foc the second time) that the risks of agency
involvenent were unacceptable, * * »»
* & * * % £ *

This memo is in sharp contrast to General Walters® earlier afidavit
and testimony before this subcommittee on May 16, 1973 wherein he
said:

“ITe [Dean] then asked if T had any ideas and T said that I had none which

could be helpful. Perhaps the Cubans who were anti-Castro might have had a
hand in it but the CIA did not.”

When ssked why that statement was made, General Walters replied:

“He said to me, “Who could have done this? How could this have been done?
Who wonld have had an interest in this? 1 noticed there was a large number of
Cubans involved in this situation. T »nresume the Cubans wanted to know what
the policy of both parties wounld be, this is why I made it. T don’t think there is
any deep significance. He was almost pleadingly asking me for some theory, for
something that would help him out in this.”

Dean alsc reportedly stated that the problem was how to stop the
FRT investigation beyond the fiue suspects.
With this exposure to Dean, General Walters testified it became
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evident that Mr. Dean was “exploring the option” of placing the
blame for Watergate on CIA, and of “covering something up.” Said
Walters, “This man [Dean ] called me in and tried to get me to aceept
blame for my organization, and I refused.”

The Acting Director of the FBI, L. Patrick Gray, was contacted
by the White House for the first time following Watergate on June 21,
1972 at 9:35 aun., The caller was John Ehrlichman, with the sug-
gestion Gray. call John Dean that morning because he, Dean, “was
going to handle [ Watergate].” While it is “true that the F BI, in its
orlomal examination of the Watergate break-in considered the possi-
b111ty of CIA involvement or overtones that was only one of the
avenues of exploration. Director Richard Helms personally assured
Mr. Gray on June 22, 1972 that CTA was not involved and that the
FBI was not “poking into” a CIA matter. [TIowever, during a conver-

sation on June 28, 1972, Mr. Ilelms requested that the FBI Aot inter-
view CIA active ’menfs Carl Wagner and John Coswell.” Former
Director ITelms stated that this was done since they were active CTA
agents and any reports from those sources would be made available
to the FBI through channels.] That evening, June 22, Dean visited
Mr. Gray’s office to arrange for White House FBI interviews. Mr.
Gray has no recollection of discussing the CTA at that time, but
concedes it is a possibility. Now began a period of continuous contacts
by Dean with (!a?rl ay—some twenty- ~five in this time frame—in which
much was made by Dean of a possible CTA involvement and continued
requests by Dean to hold off interviewing Ogarrio and Dahlberg re-
garding the money laundering in Mexico. At the same time Mr, Gr ay
reportedlv told Dean how 1mpo1tant it was for the FBI to forge on
with an aggressive investigation.

It was during this very period that Dean was also pressing General
Walters in t1y1n0 to generate a CIA involvement in Watergate when
in fact none cxisted. As one member of the subcommittee put it during
the hearings, “Mexican assets were not in the cards from the bemn—
ning.” It is Tot clear according to our record whether other top White
House aides were awaro of Doan’s activities, but it is clear that they
were talking to each other during this per 10d, and as Mr. Ehrlichman
put. it “at the time Mr. Dean certainly spoke for the White
House * * * He had the apparent authority, so to speak, to under-
take head-to-head contacts ot this kind.” This was clearly understood
by Messrs., Helms, Walters and Gray.

The FBI Concern

Meanwhile Mr. Gray was concerned over getting on with the Mexi-
can aspects of the investigation. e called Helms for assurances on
Ogarrio and Helms told Gray that CIA had no interest. But at the
same time Dean continued to press for holding off the Mexican aspect
of the inquiry. Indeed Gray had turned on this aspect of the investiga-
tion on June 28, 1972, and shut it off again on June 29 “possibly” on a
call from Dean. So a veil continued over the entire Mexican connection.

It remains a good question why General Walters failed to assure
Mr. Gray of the lack of CTA conflict in the Mexico matter immediately
after it was so determined on June 23, 1972. General Walters’ ex-
planation was that he told Dean in tho “subsequent three meetings
commencing on June 26, 1972 that there was absolutely no CTA m"ob-
lem, and he would think that Dean would pass the word to the FBT,
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To be charitable, the best that can be said for that explanation is that
it is rather strange. General Walters, by his own adinission, was con-
cerned that Dean was attempting to blame CIA for V\’utergate, and
in that frame of reference, one could hardly expect Dean to be the
vehicle for informing Mr. Giray that there was no CIA-Mexican
connection.

Interestingly, Mr. Helms and Mr. Gray were to have a meeting on
June 28, 1972 with regard to the Ogarrio- Dahlberg matter and
Ehrlichman in a eryptic phono call o Mr. Gray ordered the meeting
cancelled without explanations except “there is no reason at all to fiold
the meeting.”

(Going into early Julv 072, the Dormstont Dean theme to Gray was
to hold off on the interviews with Ogarrio and Dahlberg and the calls
were made in such a wayv as to (‘0]1§f1hlt(’ harassment, sa1d Gray. Gray
now insisted of ('TA that they give him a writing regardi ng the exist-
enee of a conflict, or he wonld forge ahead wﬂh the mvestigation of
the entire Mexican connecrion, As a result, (feneral Walters met with
Mr. Grav on July 6, 1972 and. a momomndum was delivered to the
FBIT stating there was no CTA interest in Ogarrio or Dahlbere. Gen-
cral Walters, with some omnhml told Mr. (}1 av that he vould not go
along with anv writing that indicated a conflict and “would resign
before doing it.” Tn what appeared to be a reference to Dean and other
White Hense top aides. General Walters said he “wasn’t going to let
those kids kick him around any more.”” He also wmrested that Giray
raight care to eall the President on the entire maffm' When Walters
left the order went out to interview Oearrio and Dahlberg and sub-
sequently the “uncovering of the dellzrs™ took place.

The Gray Call to the President

Following the Walters visit on Julv 6, 1972, Mr, Gray decided to
all the Western White Honse and advise the President of his con-
cerns, He ealled Mr, Clark Mac( }re,f_mr. and in a return call, informed
Mr. MacGiregor of his concern over “confusion which has develaped
regarding CIA interests in, or not, in people that the FBI wishes to
mtor\ iew.” Gray also beheves he mentioned to MacGragor that it

“conld be wounding” to the President. Gray stated that 1bout thirty
minutes later the President calied. The transeript records this event
as follows:

£ *® £ * & * L8

“Then at 11:28 a.m., the President callecdl me, T was surprised hecause T wasn’t
expecting any call from the Presidert. But the President first congratulated me
i the successful conclusion of the hijacking the day before in San Francisco,
and asked that I pass his eongratulations to the agents in San I'rancisco, and T
assured him that T would do =0, that they would be very, very pleased to know
that the P'resident had ealled to congratuiate them, and I thanked him. Then T
said, ‘Mr. President, there is something that T want to speak to you about. Dick
Walters and I—and T just blurted it right out—T said, ‘Dick Walters and I feel
that neaple nm your staff are trying to mortally wound you by using the 'B1 and
the OTA and by eonfusing the question of CTA interest in or not in peonle that the
I'BT wishes to interview.” T said to 2im T had just talked to Clark MacGregor,
aud had asked him to speak to vou about this. There was a slight pause and f_he
President «aid, ‘Pat, you continue to conduct your thorough and aggressive
investigation,'”

Ed b ® L ¥ * b

In his testimony before this subcommittee, General Walters reported
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not be covered up and he [Gray] felt the President should get rid of
the people involved.” Walters would have the President replying, “I
should get rid of whoever is nvolved, no matter how high.” Mr, Gray
is adament that no such statement was made by himself or in answer
by the President. )

So that the record may be complete, it should be stated that Mr. Ehr-
lichman, having been at San Clemente at the time, has some notion of
the conversation as reported to him by the President. In that regard,
Mr. Ehrlichman testified in part as follows :

® * £ ®* £ & %

“During the first week of J uly, 1972, the President told me Pat Gray told him
on the telephone that Gemweral ‘Walters had told Gray there was no CIA objection
to a full FBI investigation of the Mexican aspects of the Watergate case. The
President said he then instructed Gray to conduct a full investigation.,

“The President told me then that he still personally believed and feared that
the FBI investigation might harm the Agency.

“He said he believed the CIA would be making a mistake if it pretended an
investigation would not disclose some of its current operations. He said he hoped
the General and other CIA management were not covering up for their
subordinates,” .

* ® o 3 % * #
Mr. Ehrlichman’s testimony, indicates that the President called
Mr. Gray at the “strong wrging” of Mr. M. acGregor because of Mr.
Gray’s concern over the FRI role ir the Watergate investigation, and
after the call the President had a “lingering doubt” that there was
some CIA “exposurc” despite assurances to the contrary. Yet, in his
May 22,1973, public Watergate statement, the President said :

“On July 6, 1972, T telephoned the Acting Director of the IBI, L. Patrick Gray,
to congratulate him on the successful handling of the hijacking of a TPacific
Southwest Airlines plane the previous day, During the conversation Mr. Gray
discussed with me the brogress of the Watergate Investigation * » *»
[Emphasis Added.]

Mr. Ehrlichman’s testimony in that regard is pertinent :
* % (g % % £ ES

*

Mr. NEpz1. But the call was prompted by MacGregor’s report?

Mr. ENRLICHMAN. DBy MacGregor's CONVCYing a request from Gray to the
President. .

Mr, NEpzI. Or g call?

Mr. EHRLICHMAN. Yes, sir.

Mr. NEpz1. Are you acquainted with the President’s statement which was
made on May 22nd ? ’

Mr. Exricaman. I have read it, yes. .

Mr. Nepzr. Does his account square completely with your account of that
conversation?

Mr. EHRLICHMATN. T don't believe it does.

Mr. Nepzr. I didn’t think it did. I was just wondering wlether you recognized
that fact. -

Mr. EHRLICHMAN. T do. I think the drafter of that statement did not have the
advantage I had of my verbatim notes of the conversations—I say verbatim—1
take substantially verbatim notes of my conversations with the President.

Mr. NEpz1. The President is rendering the statement ?

Mr. EXRLICHMAN. At least nominally so. Although I know the research that
went into it stumbled in a few places,

Mr. NEDZI. Where else did it stumble ?

Mr., EHRLICEMAN. Tt stumbled at the place where the statement says “Within
a week after the Pentagon Papers leak the special unit was formed at the White
House.” That is not accurate. That is a discrepancy as far as I am concerned,
I called it to the attention of Mr. Buzhardt at the White House as soon as 1 saw
it. He acknowledged it was a diserepancy.

Mr. NEpzr. Has that been pbublicly acknowledged ?

Mr. EHRLICHMAN. I don’t bolieve so. [ Emphasis Added. ]

£ ES ES £ 3
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Aside additional meetings with Walters on July 12 and 28, this
completed, for all intents and purposcs, the saga of the CIA-FBI-
Vexican connection with regard to Watergate.

1970 INTERAGENCY COMMITTZE ON INTELLIGENCE

Tn addition to the testimony taken In connection with the basic
Watergate-Illsberg-CIA matter, the subcommittee in exercising its
aversight responsibilities heard detailed testimony from former White
touse Aide Tom Charles Huston in exccutive session with regard
to the 1970 Ad Hoc White lHouse Interagency Committee Report on
Domestic Intelligence. At the time, the President was reportedly con-
cerned over having a current assessment of the internal security threat
and wanted & recommendation on options to fill the alleged gaps in
intelligence gathering methods te cope with the threat. Apparently,
Lecause the Ad Hoc Committee could not agree, the plan was never
finally implemented. The subcomraittee records discloses that the CLA
role in this venture can fairly be described as passive; nevertheless,
that testimony has been taken into consideration in arriving at the
zbove legislative recommendations.

FINAL STATEMENT

The investigation has illustrated clearly that during the period
covered by the inquiry there existed in the White FHouse statf a pro-
pensity for using the CIA for purposes not intended by the Congress
in enacting the National Security Act of 1947, as amended. While
testimony indicated that in the White House staff organization matters
vegarding the CIA were normaliy handled by Dr. Henry Kissinger,
the White ITouse involvement with the CIA, as dramatically llustrated
Hw this investigation, was basically through direct CIA contact by
Mr. H. R. Haldeman, Mr. John Ehrlichman, Mr. David Young (of
the Plumbers Group) and Mr. Joan Dean. While it is understood Dean
was handling the Watergate case, nonetheless, he was exerting con-
tinuing personal pressure on the CIA to involve itself in a1 matter that
was clearly illegal. The “requests” for assistance to Flunt and for the
Ellsberg profiles were no less blatant. Tt is not only that the deeds
were in fact done, but also the propensity of certain White Ilouse
aides to dip directly into the CIA for improper purposes, leaving
‘n doubt the serious question of whether this was done with
anthorization. However, we are convinced that the CIA did not know
of the improper purposes for which rhe technical materials provided
wore to be used and resisted later efforts to involve the Agency.

Tt ig elear, then, that.the National Security Act must be srrengthened
to assure that the CTA not engage in any activity not included in
Qection 102 of the Aet, except as is personally approved by the
President.

Mr. Richard Helms, former Divector of Central Intelligence,
informed the subcommittee that there were problems with respect to
the starutory charge on the Director of Central Intelligence to protect
intelligence sources and methods. Said Helms:

* % * %
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“xx & T would like, Mr. Chairman, to put a parentheses in here now to say
that as a citizen who is no longer involved in the Agency, I think it would be well
to look at that provision of law as a charge against the Director of Central Intel-
ligence, because he has no investigative power, he has no facilities for looking
into who might have leaked what, and when classified papers disappear, or the
stories appear in the New York Times, or whatever the case may be, all he can
do is wring his hands and check around with other Agencies of the Government
and ask who might have talked to that reporter, and so forth, but he has no way
to really follow up. So he has a charge against him which he has an awful time
trying to fulfill, * * *

* * * * o % *

Thus, the language of the sources and methods section of the statute
must be reexamined with a view to making it more workable in fact, if
the language is to remain in the law.

This inquiry revealed some association between formor employees
of the CIA and the active organization which went beyond purely
social contact. Both Hunt and McCord testified to using Agency lists
to recruit personnel in addition to contacts herctofore described. The
subcommittee also noted, in an earlier Inquiry, publicity about former
Director of Central Intelligence, Mr. John A. McCone making contacts
with the CIA on official matters, which is another example of activity
by former CIA members that should be avoided. This justifiably raises
suspicion and should be eliminated. Statutory language should be
included in the CIA charter to outlaw such contacts except for purely
administrative matters.

The subcommittec is currently committed to conduct hearings on
these legislative proposals and other suggested changes in the overall
foreign role and operationsofthe CIA at the earliest possible date with
a view to bringing legislation to the floor of the House in the 93rd
Congress.
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OFFICE OF LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL

Tuesday - 23 October 1973

1. (Secret - GLC) Checked with Jack Ticer, Senate Armed Services
Committee staff, about the matter of a briefing of Frank Sullivan, of the
Committee staff, on Soviet general forces and Soviet and Chinese nuclear
programs. I reminded Ticer that we were awaiting word from him that
Sullivan's top secret security clearance had been reinstituted through the
Department of Defense before proceeding to grant him compartmented clear-
ances and provide him with the briefing. Ticer recalled our prior conversation
on this subject and assured me he would let me know when they have final word
from DOD.

2. (Confidential - GLC) Dorothy Fosdick, Senator Jackson's Permanent
Subcommittee on Investigations staff, called to say that Senator Jackson wanted
Richard Perle and her to get a briefing on the ''cease fire line' in the Middle
East. I told her it was my impression there was no cease fire line as such
but I would check and be back in touch with her. Later in the day, after
conversations with | NN 2c Mr. Maury on the subject, I told
Fosdick and Perle that indeed there were no clearly defined ''cease fire lines"
or clear lines establishing relative positions of the Arabs and Israelis. Perle
asked what kind of a map Kissinger, State, had before his discussion in Moscow
and I told him I had no idea. I went on to say that with respect to Kissinger's
maps, he might want to check with the State Department or, as Maury had
suggested to Senator Jackson the other day, they might want to contact the
Department of Defense to see if they had any more specific information on
the relative position of the Arab/Israeli forces. Perle's only comment was
that he would go back to Senator Jackson and perhaps check with the ''military
people,

3

3. (Confidential - GLC) In response to a call from Scott Cohen,
Executive Assistant to Senator Charles Percy (R., Ill.), Mr. Maury and I
talked with him about the situation in the Middle East and Maury briefed him
on the scale of military activities of both the Egyptian and Syrian forces using
the latest situation reports and the prepared statement which the Director
used before the House Armed Services Committee this morning.
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4. (Secret - GLC) Left with Guy McConnell, Senate Appropriations
Committee staff, the unclassified statement prepared by IC Staff on the
functions and responsibilities of the Agency and the classified material
prepared by OSR on Soviet military weapons which have been used in the
Arab/Israeli war.

5. (Unclassified - PLC) Called Ralph Malvik, in OMB, to determine
the status of H.R. 7135, which raises the ceiling for claims of employees
of civilian agencies from $6, 500 to $12, 000, Malvik did not know the
status of the bill. Under new procedures established 1 July, GSA handles
for OMB all proposed legislation involving claims against the Government.
He refused to disclose who in GSA was handling the bill. I explained our
interest. Malvik stated that when the positions of the executive agencies
are received by OMB, he will give us an opportunity to submit an Agency
position if a stronger case for civilian agencies is needed.

6. (Unclassified - TMM) Accompanied the Director who briefed
the House Armed Services Committee. This was a joint session with
Department of Defense officials. See Memo for Record and transcript.

7. (Unclassified - JMM) Called General Ray Furlong, DOD Legislative
Affairs, to ask that we be provided copies of whatever follow up material

Committee in the wake of today's hearing.

8. (Unclassified - LLM) Hilda Schreiber, Legislative Reference
Division, OMB, said she has farmed out for comments the Agency's
proposed amendments to the CIA Retirement Act and requested that we
send a copy of the classified five-year cost figures to Hugo A. Ranta,
Assistant General Counsel, Treasury Department, which has been done.
She noted that the funding amendments provided for interest payments
on unfunded liability for fiscal year 73 and appeared to appreciate the
reasons, therefore, and the adjustments that would be neéessary if the
date slipped forward to fiscal year 74.

I told Schreiber that we expect to get the cost of living amendment
over shortly and she said she is expecting it and will push it along.
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9. (Internal Use Only - LLM) George Murphy, on the staff
of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, called to report that he
had closed out in the Committee questions relating to the August 15
letter by Edward J. Bauser, Executive Director, Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy, to the Director concerning an article by Alsop
in the Post, with a statement that CIA representatives had met with
the members of the JCAE staff and answered the questions raised in
his letter. He asked that | be informed of this outcome.

10. (Internal Use Only - RJK) Delivered to the offices of Senators
Edward Kennedy (D., Mass.), Edward Brooke (R., Mass.), Henry Jackson
(D., Wash.), Mike Mansfield (D., Mont.), and Representative Gerald

STATSPEC Ford (R., Mich.) _in which their names were mentioned.

STATOTH
STATOTHR

STATOTHR

25X1A
25X1A

11. (Unclassified' - RJK) Spoke with the receptionist in the office of

R Reﬁresentat_ive Victor Veysey (R., Calif.) about a constituent, _

who has a claim against the Agency. Itold her the Agency was
in the process of settling this claim directly with B S:c said
this seemed fine with her.

- 12. (Secret - JGO) Met with Frank Slatinshek, Chief Counsel, House
Armed Services Committee, and reviewed with him the IC staff horse
blanket entitled ''Intelligence Programs 1974." A copy of the three-sheet
document was left with him. I also left with him a copy of an Agency research
paper "Costing the Soviet Defense Effort: Estimating Procurement Costs
of Naval Ships and Boats' (SR RP 73-4, October 1973). Ialso delivered to
him a letter of 19 October from Jack Maury enclosing the response to questions
posed by Representative Robert Leggett (D., Calif.) concerning Air America.
These responses are for Committee use and not for relay to the members.
I confirmed with Slatinshek the security handling of the transcript of today's
briefing by the Director and Secretary Clements.

13. (Confidential - JGO) Met with Dr. John Brady, House Foreign
Affairs Committee staff, and returned to him the map entitled "The Drug

Traffic'" (Figure 2) which had been forwarded fo_
review. |JJllwill not be using the map in the Committee report now in

preparation,
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